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Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.
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Unpublished opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit. See
Local Rule 36(c).
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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

James G. Hayden was sentenced to twenty-four months' imprison-
ment after a hearing to revoke his period of supervised release* fol-
lowing his conviction on state charges. Hayden argues that the
imposition of a separate sentence as a consequence of violating the
terms of his supervised release was multiplicious with his state sen-
tence and a violation of his rights against double jeopardy. Finding no
error, we affirm.

Congress explicitly authorized punishment for violation of the
terms of supervised release in 18 U.S.C. § 3583(e) (1994) (the court
may "revoke a term of supervised release, and require the defendant
to serve in prison all or part of the term of supervised release"). More-
over, this issue has been resolved against Hayden in United States v.
Woodrup, 86 F.3d 359 (4th Cir.), cert. denied, ___ U.S. ___, 65
U.S.L.W. 3294 (U.S. Oct. 15, 1996) (No. 96-6025).

We therefore affirm the findings and sentence of the district court.
We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal conten-
tions are adequately presented in the materials before the court and
argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED
_________________________________________________________________
*Hayden was serving a period of supervised release pursuant to a prior
federal conviction when he committed the offenses in question.

                                2


